The results for both the treadle and hopper groups can be explained by a single underlying mechanism, that is, the development of a set to respond (industriousness) or of a set to not respond (laziness). Presumably the treadle group learned that reinforcement is contingent on some response and they entered the autoshaping situation with a set or expectation that a similar contingency still applied. The hopper birds responded less because they anticipated a continuation of the noncontingency that existed in their first stage of training.
Our interpretation is entirely parallel to that offered by Maier et al. (2) for the learned helplessness phenomenon. If that interpretation is valid, then the significance of subjects' ability to control their environment is not restricted to commerce with aversive stimuli or to any single motivational or reward system. Thus, speculations involving presumed physiological or biochemical correlates of helplessness in terms of stress reactions (3) are likely
Wilson (1) presented evidence that he interprets as demonstrating that the similarity in overall level and developmental profile contour of scores on the Bayley infant test is greater for monozygotic (MZ) than for dizygotic (DZ) twins for assessments made during the first year (3, 6, 9 , and 12 months) and the second year (that is, 12, 18, and 24 months) of life. The intraclass correlations expressing similarity within pairs were very high, approaching and in some cases equaling the reliability of the test.
Wilson cites the fact that the intraclass correlations for DZ twins were high for both overall level (r=.75 and .79, for the first and second years, respectively) and profile contour (r = .52 and .50), and that the size of these concordances signifies "that the differences within DZ pairs produced by gene segregation and different life experiences are comparatively small in relation to the sizable differences between pairs" (1, p. 917 than .50 must reflect common environmental circumstances or assortive mating, or both these factors.
When these same analyses were performed on 142 sibling pairs from the Fels Longitudinal Study, the intraclass correlations for Gesell developmental scores were .24 and .44 for overall level (at 6 and 12 months and at 12, 18, and 24 months, respectively) and .a9 and .14 for profile contour. The twin correlations reported by Wilson are two to six times these values, despite the fact that the degree of genetic overlap is the same for DZ and sibling pairs. Twins may be more similar than siblings because they share environmental circumstances (prenatal environment, stimulating familial experiences, and so forth) and because those environmental factors have their effects at the same age for twins but at different ages for siblings.
The method of analysis used by Wilson also raises some issues of interpretation. His intraclass correlations express within-pair variability relative to the appropriate total variability separately for MZ's and DZ's, before these groups are compared. Such a procedure may be justified when the variability between individuals in one group is different than that in another but this is reportedly not the case for the data presented. .20 and RI)z = .05. The sampling error of the difference gets larger as the correlations get smaller, so that while the first difference is significant, the next is marginal (P = .08), and the other differences are clearly nonsignificant. In fact, neither of the correlations in the last example is significantly different from zero. The genetic influence is hardly the same in each example, yet a heritability ratio obscures these essential differences and draws attention away from the central data, which are the withinpair correlations, their sampling error, and the test of significance for the difference between the correlations.
The limitations are serious enough that the heritability ratio should be permanently retired. Where the data warrant it, there are other more comprehensive models for estimating genetic and environmental variance components in psychological variables (2, 3 The within-pair variability, however, is based solely on the discrepancies within pairs, and it gives no indication of the similarity of scores within pairs.
The F-tests proposed by McCall permit only the limited conclusion that the discrepancies are significantly larger for DZ pairs; they provide no measure (or test) of -the concordance level for either group. While gene segregation should enhance the differences within DZ pairs, the effect will be limited by assortative mating; and in any event, a comparison of the two intraclass correlations will be more reliable and informative than a comparison of the two within-pair variances.
The objection to the univariate analysis-of-variance model is in error with respect to the presumed bias favoring within-pair similarity. Nonconstant covariances may affect the comparisons involving the repeated measures, in this case the various ages at which the test scores were obtained. But there is no test of ages as a main effect -the scores are standardized separately at each age, which abolishes the between-age variance. The analysis tests for the degree of homogeneity within pairs in the total score summed across ages, which is an unbiased test under any model; and it tests for the homogeneity of the score profile at different ages. The actual size of this withinpair correlation for score profile is not affected by the covariance structure between tests, nor is there an effect on the test of differences between -MZ and DZ pairs. The only possible effect is on the probability that the within-pair correlation for score profile is different from zero. If the covariance structure is deviant enough, the actual P value may '(for example) be .025 instead of the nominal P value of .01.
Where necessary, the bias can be corrected by an adjustment in the degrees of freedom, as noted originally by Box (6) and as confirmed by recent Monte Carlo studies (7) . In the twin data, every within-pair correlation was significantly different from zero at P < .001 under the most extreme and conservative correction possible, so the results are not being inflated by a hidden bias.
Finally 
